Lachnobolus is a name that was used in a different sense in the 19 th century because Fries in Syst. Mycol. 3(1): 177. 1829 employed this name for another taxon, a "Trib." (see Art. 33 .8 of the ICBN) of the genus Arcyria, which has been referred to a different order of myxomycetes than the one to which Amaurochaete belongs. Hemitrichia is a genus of no economic relevance, but it is one of the better known myxomycetes.
The name Hyporhamma was validly published by Corda in 1854 and included only the single species Hyporhamma reticulatum (Pers.) Fig. 34 ) of Hyporhamma reticulatum are clear, and there is no doubt as to the identity of the species involved. It is easy to recognize the reticulate fructification, capillitium and spores of Hemitrichia serpula. The generic name Hyporhamma thus antedates Hemitrichia by 19 years, and is the oldest legitimate name for the genus, although it has never been accepted for myxomycetes except by its author.
Martin (in Mycologia 40: 125-126. 1948 ) discussed the priority of the name given by Corda, but the reasons he expounds for considering Hyporhamma as a nomen confusum, are not acceptable according to the present nomenclatural code. Martin (in Stud. Nat. Hist. Iowa Univ. 20: 18. 1966) recognized that the type and only species described by Corda is clearly what is called Hemitrichia serpula but he continued to use the name Hemitrichia. The large number of new combinations proposed by Lado (in Cuad. Trab. Fl. Micol. Ibér. 16: 46-48. 2001 ) for the species of Hemitrichia are correct from a strict nomenclatural standpoint, but they serve no useful purpose. The conservation of Hemitrichia over Hyporhamma would justify the continued use of a well-known name (Art. 14.1). If this proposal should fail, Hemitrichia Rostaf. would be a later synonym of Hyporhamma Corda, and the new combinations proposed by Lado (l.c.) have to be applied.
